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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of tlie following informalities: 

a. On page 6 at lines 1 6-17, please change "Fig. 5" to -Figs. 5A-5C-. 

b. On page 15 at line 8, please change "mater" to -master--. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 1 , 4, 8, and 1 0 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. In claim 1 at line 4, please change "through an electroforming" to -through 
electroforming-. 

b. In claim 4 at line 4, please change "through an electroforming" to -through 
electroforming—. 

c. In claim 8 in line 7, please change "through an electroforming" to -through 
electroforming-. 

d. In claim 10 at line 4, please change "through an electroforming" to - 
through electroforming--. 

e. In claim 10 at lines 8-9, please change "through an electroforming" to - 
through electroforming-. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-6, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for falling to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "normal concavities/convexities pattern" in line 5. 
The term "normal" renders this limitation iridefinite because it is not clear what a 
"normal" pattern comprises or the relationship between a "normal" pattern and the 
reverse pattern. Phrases commonly used In the art in reference to complimentary 
patterns typically include positive/negative patterns. The phrase also occurs in claim 2 
at line 4; claim 4 at line 3; claim 6 at line 8; and claim 10 at line 3. The same applies to 
dependent claims 2, 3, 5-7, and 11. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "an exfoliation layer forming process that after the 
plating process in advance of the electroforming process" in lines 2-3. This limitation is 
indefinite because the order of the steps is not clear. In claim 2, the plating process is 
defined as "a plating process that in advance of the electroforming process." Therefore, 
in claim 3, it is not clear if the phrase "in advance of the electroforming process" is 
referring to the exfoliation layer forming process or the plating process. Since the 
specification discloses that the exfoliation layer forming process occurs before 
electroforming, it is suggested that the phrase be changed to -an exfoliation layer 
forming process that after the plating process and in advance of the electroforming 
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process- to clearly define the order of the steps. A similar limitation appears in claim 6 
at lines 2-3. The same applies to dependent claims 2, 3, and 7. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent In the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated 
by Prusak et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 4,341,613). 

Regarding claims 1 and 4, Prusak et al. disclose a method of making a die 
comprising the steps of electroforming a substrate to form a master having negative 
patterns, manufacturing a mother die having positive patterns by electroforming a metal 
onto the master, and manufacturing a stamper having negative patterns by 
electroforming a metal onto the mother die (col. 1, lines 29-49). 

Since Prusak et al. teach all of the limitations recited in the instant claims, the 
reference is deemed to be anticipatory. 
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7. Claims 1 , 2, 4, and 8. are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Maenza et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,494,782). (The claims are rejected under three 
alternative interpretations of the reference.) 
Alternative 1 : 

Regarding claims 1 and 4, Maenza et al. teach the reproduction of a die 
comprising the steps of metalizing a substrate and electroforming a master die 64 
having a negative pattern, electroforming a mother die 82 having a positive pattern on 
the master die 64, and electroforming a stamper 92 having a negative pattern on the 
mother die 82 (fig. 1; col. 1, line 60 to col. 2, line 34). 

Alternative 2: 

Regarding claims 1 and 2, Maenza et al. teach a method comprising the 
reproduction of a die comprising a plating process to form a plating layer 52 on the 
positive features of a substrate 12 (mother die), followed by an electroforming process 
to form a metal master 64 (stamper) (fig. 1 ; col. 1 , line 60 to col. 2, line 34). The 
metallized substrate is structurally and functionally equivalent to the limitations of the 
mother die as recited in claims 1 and 2; the metal master is structurally and functionally 
equivalent to the stamper as recited in claims 1 and 2. 

Alternative 3: 

Regarding claim 8, Maenza et al. teach a method comprising the reproduction of 
a die comprising a plating process to form a plating layer 52 on the positive features of a 
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substrate 12 (product), followed by an electroforming process to form a metal master 64 
(stamper) (fig. 1 ; coL 1 , line 60 to col. 2, line 34). The substrate has all of the structural 
and functional limitations recited in claim 8. 

Since Maenza et al. teach all of the limitations recited in the instant claims, the 
reference is deemed to be anticipatory. 

8. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Krinke (U.S. Pat. No. 5.997,709). 

Regarding claims 1 and 4, Krinke discloses a method of reproducing dies 
comprising the steps of electroforming a mother die having a positive pattern on a 
master die, followed by electroforming a stamper having a negative pattern on the 
mother die (col. 2, lines 27-35). The master die can also have a positive pattern (col. 2, 
lines 32-35). 

Regarding claims 2 and 5, a plating process deposits a diffusing (plating) layer 
over the master die 10 before subsequent electroforming (col. 2, lines 36-46; col. 3, 
lines 2-11). When the master die 10 has positive features, the master die is structurally 
and functionally equivalent to a mother die and can be used to form stampers directly 
(col. 3, lines 8-11). 

Regarding claim 7, the stamper is used to mold lenses (col. 2, lines 26-35). 
Since Krinke teaches all of the limitations recited in the instant claims, the 
reference is deemed to be anticipatory. 
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9. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, 102(e) as being anticipated by Yang et al. 
(U.S. Pat. No. 6,409,902). 

Regarding claim 8, Yang et al. teach a method of forming a die (metal shell) 
comprising deposition film forming process to form a metallization layer over a 
nonconductive product (master), which is subsequently subjected to an electroforming 
process to manufacture a stamper (metal shell) (col. 1, lines 15-32). 

Since Yang et al. teach ail of the limitations recited in the instant claim, the 
reference is deemed to be anticipatory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: - 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention Is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maenza 
et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,494,782), as applied above to claims 1 , 2, 4, and 8. and further in 
view of Ohashi et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,277,783). 

Maenza et al. teach a method having the limitations recited in claims 1 , 2, 4, and 
8 of the instant invention, as explained above in section 7. Maenza et al. disclose the 
electroforming of nickel (col. 2, lines 7-16). 
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The method of Maenza et al. differs from the instant invention because Maenza 
et al. do not teach an exfoliation layer forming process after the plating process and 
before the electroforming process, as recited in claim 3. 

Ohashi et al. teach a method of electroforming nickel using a thiazole compound, 
such as NIKKANON TACK (col. 2, lines 28-46). The thiazole compound acts as a 
releasing film to easily separate the electroformed layer from the substrate. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the method of Maenza et al. to use a step of 
forming an exfoliating layer as taught by Ohashi et al. because using an exfoliating layer 
makes the electroformed layer easier to separate from the substrate. 

12. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krinke 
(U.S. Pat. No. 5,997,709). as applied above to claims 1. 2. 4, 5, and 7, and further in 
view of Ohashi et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,277,783). 

Krinke teaches a method having the limitations recited in claims 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7 
of the instant invention, as explained above in section 8. Krinke also discloses the 
electroforming of nickel (col. 4, lines 13-16). 

The method of Krinke differs from the instant invention because Krinke does not 
teach an exfoliation layer forming process after the plating process and before the 
electroforming process, as recited in claim 6. 
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Ohashi et al. teach a method of electroforming nickel using a thiazole compound, 
such as NIKKANON TACK (col. 2, lines 28-46). The thiazole compound acts as a 
releasing film to easily separate the electroformed layer from the substrate. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the method of Krinke to use steps of forming 
exfoliating layers as taught by Ohashi et al. because using exfoliating layers makes the 
electroformed layer easier to separate from the substrate. 

13. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Yang et 
al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,409,902), as applied above to claim 8. and further in view of Krinke 
(U.S. Pat. No. 5,997,709). 

Yang et al. teach a method of forming a die from any object (col. 1 , lines 15-51 ). 

The method of Yang et al. differs from the Instant invention because Yang et al. 
do not expressly disclose that the product is a lens sheet, as recited in claim 9. 

Krinke teaches the formation of dies using electroforming to fabricate lenses (col. 
2, lines 26-35). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used the method taught by Yang et al. to fabricate lenses 
as taught by Krinke because Krinke teaches that electroformed dies can accurately 
mold lenses. 
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14. Claims 10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Krinke (U.S. Pat. No. 5,997,709) in view of Ueda et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 4,537,732). 

Regarding claim 10, Krinke discloses a method of reproducing dies comprising 
the steps of electroforming a mother die having a positive pattern on a master die, 
followed by electroforming a stamper having a negative pattem on the mother die (col. 
2, lines 27-35). A plating process is used to form a diffusing layer on the master die 10 
(col. 2, lines 35-45). The master die 10 can be used to directly produce a lens (col. 2, 
lines 27-35). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , the product is a lens (col. 2, lines 27-35). 

The method of Krinke differs from the instant invention because Krinke does not 
teach a property check process to perform a property check of the molded product, as 
recited in claim 10. 

Ueda et al. teach a method of molding a lens followed by a property check 
process to check for acceptable surface accuracy (col. 8, lines 15-37). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the method of Krinke to use a property check 
process as taught by Ueda et al. because checking the properties of the product 
enables the maintenance of uniform and acceptable products. 

Conclusion 

15. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 



Application/Control Number: 10/008,517 
Art Unit: 1753 



Page 1 1 



U.S. Pat. No. 5,837.156 Gumming 



U.S. Pat. No. 6,402.922 Goller 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian L. Mutschler whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1341 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 7:30am to 
4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Nam Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-1342. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Infornration Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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